recognized that world peace ultimately would require a union of all regions. The European Community (1951) and the European Union, established by the Maastricht Treaty (1992) and at time of writing a European Constitution (2003) , are the most familiar examples of the practical federation of modern states. In Europe, powers to regulate commerce (common management of coal and steel industries, a common market, and now a common currency-the euro) have been vested in the central institutions, while powers to provide for the common defense and foreign policy have still been retained by the states or their peoples.
In national life, history shows many instances of the choice of federation as a form of government to create unity while preserving diversity, starting with the United States of America in 1787. Other federations include Canada, Mexico, Brazil, Switzerland, Germany, Nigeria, and Russia (30 historic federations to date). Unitary states like Britain, France, Italy, Spain, India, and even China have experienced devolution or decentralization recently in various degrees.
Very novel political institutions at regional and world levels are evolving at the beginning of the 21st century. The United Nations, in its basic brochures, defines itself as "not a world government," yet treaties on human rights (25 of which are currently binding), peacekeeping operations using national military forces, and treaties and protocols on the environment show the way to the future. The unity slowly being forged out of diversity in the future will probably be as novel in comparison to the historic national federations as the federations were to the confederations and monarchies that preceded them.
One World was the title of a book by Wendell Willkie, the Republican challenger in 1940, whom President Franklin D. Roosevelt sent around the world on a goodwill mission in the midst of World War II. "One World" gave a name to the aspirations of a generation of internationalists. Originally, the book before you was entitled, "What Happened to One World?" The short answer is that the ideal of a united, peaceful world is resurfacing in the public mind even while it remains utopian to scholars aligned with current trends in policy.
This book is properly entitled The Politics of World Federation because its whole burden is to treat world federation not merely as an ideal, nor as a proposal for the leaders of sovereign states to act upon, but as a popular movement, reflective of the general will, in the tradition of democratic politics. We begin to abandon the distinction between domestic politics (elections and the enactment of the laws) and world politics (relations between sovereign states that acknowledge no higher law). We remember that in all democratic theory (liberal and socialist) the people are sovereign. The view here, like that of Grenville Clark and the organizers of United World Federalists, is that until world federation becomes a matter for domestic politics, it will remain an idle dream. Hence, the climax of this book comes in the chapters on Henry Wallace, political action in the states, and the House and Senate hearings on world federalist bills in 1948, 1949, and 1950 . The measure here of the movement is influence. The idea is treated as practical policy in the context, first, of the planning for the United Nations Organization in the midst of World War II, then, second, of the emerging containment policy at the start of the Cold War. Focus is on the transition and the formation, under public pressure, of an alternative foreign policy by the United States, allies, and adversaries. The hope is that the book will serve, not for easy imitation in the future, but as a reminder that greater things are possible than the current drift of policy. 1 U.S. Supreme Court Justice Owen J. Roberts retired from the Court in 1945 in order to publicly advocate Atlantic union as a stage to world union; he cooperated with both Streit and Clark. The world-renowned physicist and another émigré from Hitler's Germany, Albert Einstein, was an eloquent proponent of the idea.
Atomic scientists Leo Szilard and J. Robert Oppenheimer supported it, too. The essayist E. B. White wrote a rare book of good humor about world government, The Wild Flag.
2 Chancellor Robert M.
Hutchins at the University of Chicago and his dynamic professor of European Press, 1958; 2nd ed., 1960; 3rd, 1966 
Definition of Terms
What do we mean by world federal government, and how would we place it into the array of contemporary approaches to peace? What is contemplated is much more than voluntary cooperation, which Jean Monnet, father of the European Community, disparaged as inadequate to the exigencies of the modern world. As he wrote to French prime minister Georges Bidault on the occasion of the signing of the convention of the organization to implement the Marshall plan:
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Efforts by the various countries, in the present national frameworks, will not in my view be enough. Furthermore, the idea that sixteen sovereign nations will cooperate effectively is an illusion. I believe that only the establishment of a federation of the West, including Britain, will enable us to solve our problems quickly enough, and finally prevent war.
The United Nations, like the League before it, is also based on cooperation -in the Security Council on great power unanimity-but since the League failed to prevent World War II, and since the U.N., although it has endured over twice as long, suffers from similar disabilities like national refusal to pay assessments under plausible excuses, many people have been attracted to federalism.
World federal government does not mean confederation. In American usage, contrasted, say, with Swiss or French, a "confederation" is the kind of union achieved by the United States during the Revolution under the Articles of Confederation (drafted in 1777, ratified by all the 13 states not till 1781). It was a "league of friendship" or association of sovereign states, requiring unanimity for common decisions affecting the army or foreign relations. Congress was a unicameral legislature, laws reached only to the states, the "president" was president of the Congress and not an independently elected executive of the laws, there was no supreme judiciary, and every state had a veto.
The confederation of states was so weak that, as is well known in American history, the Founding Fathers by 1787 had to assemble in Philadelphia to form "a more perfect union." This they did by drafting the federal Constitution, The essence of the change from confederation to federation was abandonment of the fundamental flaw, found in the Articles of Confederation as in the U.N. Charter, of attempting to legislate for states or governments in their collective capacities, as distinguished from the individuals inhabiting the states, as Alexander Hamilton argued in The Federalist, No. 15. The idea is to establish the rule of law in place of the anarchy of states. Enforcement of the law would become a judicial matter within a civil society in place of threatened or actual military force among sovereigns. Hence, the level of violence necessary for the maintenance of order would be radically reduced.
Federation is also not a unitary world state, abolishing the nation states. Since the end of the Cold War, the term "world government," like "U.N. reform," has been creeping back into public consciousness, notably in fears of the new World Trade Organization or of the United Nations itself. But 99 writers out of 100 merely drop the term as if world government were a silver bullet to solve the problem of nationalism; a few, like evangelist Pat Robertson, treat the idea as a bogey for everything destructive of religion and diversity since the Illuminati of 1776.
11 But a unitary world state is a straw man. No historical figure known to us ever advocated the abolition of nation states and their replacement by a unitary world government, though some, like H. G. Wells and G. A. Borgese imagined so centralized a federal power that it would be much the same. All presume to save the liberties that the historic nation-states have so painfully won.
World federation has actually been proposed to preserve the national states, just as the United States preserved Massachusetts, Virginia, and the others; it is the strongest form of union consistent with preservation of the states. "Unity and diversity," the first motto of United World Federalists, has been the watchword. The states will be vital to a world federation as subordinate authorities more knowledgeable of local (national) conditions and hence more fit for legislation affecting every unique people. A unitary world state is another name for a world empire established by force-the very opposite of what World Federalists and their successors aimed at. Nevertheless, it is true that most federations tend over time toward unitary states, so every constitutional safeguard and eternal vigilance will remain necessary to preserve liberty.
World federal government is not undemocratic. A federation of the world could hardly be undertaken except on a democratic basis, but the powers to enact law reaching to individuals could be constitutionally limited to the most common concerns (like security and, next, regulation of trade), which would avoid radical redistribution of income from the global North to the South, though it should provide new means to begin to close global economic inequalities. Clarence Streit was the most vigorous proponent of proceeding only on the basis of liberal democracy; hence, he advocated a union of the Atlantic democracies, to which maximal powers could be granted, pending expansion to a world democracy.
After first use of atomic bombs in war, when the World War II alliance with the Soviet Union broke up, world federalists, on the other hand, felt that the acceleration of history required a world union at least to control nuclear weapons even before all peoples were prepared to responsibly act as world citizens. The United Nations was also a universal organization, so the world federal government devised by the Hutchins committee or Clark and Sohn was, like the U.N., shrewdly designed with minimal powers to accommodate the "people's democracies" as well as authoritarian states. The key point was to establish a common security system in place of all the competitive national defense establishments, so that preparations for war and the posture of war could be safely abandoned, thus providing resources for peaceful competition.
But the Cold War was fought on just this point of democracy. G. A. Borgese said the Cold War was a conflict about the nature of justice, on which the necessary world government of the future would be based. By the time it ended in 1990 (when President George H. W. Bush, at the signing of the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty, said the words, "The Cold War is over") it was evident that humanity had made a great, inchoate decision that liberty was preferred to equality, capitalism to communism, markets to planned economy, liberal democracy to economic democracy. The Communist parties in the Soviet Union and East European Communist states, recognizing popular rejection, then voluntarily renounced their monopoly power. Streit was proved right, and Hutchins and Clark wrong, at least concerning universal membership. No future union of humanity is now conceivable except on a liberal democratic basis. The expansion of the international law of human rights, of which there are now some 95 instruments, 25 of which are binding treaties, is the advance agent of such democratic world union.
12 When the U.N. is made representative of peoples in at least a second chamber of the General Assembly, democracy will have arrived at the world level.
Revolution to Establish Politically the Brotherhood of Man
World federal government, therefore, is not an easy solution to the problem of war. It is in principle the same, familiar solution that has been achieved in every well organized state-namely, the monopolization of force by a single authority (in democracies by a representative legislature) that governs by law reaching the people. World federation plainly implies a revolutionary exercise of the sovereignty of the people, a new social contract comprehending the whole human race, the family of man. Harris Wofford, founder of Student Federalists, called it "man's greatest peaceful revolution, … the revolution to establish politically the brotherhood of man."
13 To become a reality, the people of the world would have to establish a democratic, federal World Republic. Hence, the great difficulty is whether world community is sufficiently advanced to undertake the construction of a world republic. Are the people of the world "ready" for federal union? By the end of World War II, a number of people in Europe and America judged that the problem of war and the world-wide spread of industry and democracy made so great an innovation in world affairs as the establishment of world federal government both necessary and possible. It is necessary to protect the people, to make a reality of collective security, and to solve global problems beyond the capacity of sovereign national states. It is possible because of the global expansion of Western industrialization, finance, and economic techniques, the spread of European forms of liberal and socialist democracy, the counterflow of non-Western cultural ideas from the postcolonial world, the shrinking of distances by modern transportation and communications, and, in short, the interdependence of civilized life today on the planet. The world is already one, federalists say; only law and politics lag behind.
This book is an examination of what they attempted and accomplished. European Union, which was conceived by the Resistance during the war, when it was seen as a stage toward world union, has had far more success to date-it has all but ended the history of war between Germany and France, with Britain playing the role of "balancer," even before full federation has been achievedbut the focus here is on the larger and more remote project of world union.
Another innovation with large implications is the recent establishment of the International Criminal Court. The institutions of the rule of effective and enforceable world law are still exceedingly rudimentary, but what is significant historically is the appearance of thousands of people who understood the project and were ready to assume the responsibilities and privileges of world citizens, ready to participate in the election of world legislators and to obey the new world laws. If the populations of even a few key countries were ready to start, it would not be difficult to draft a world constitution to incorporate them into a civil body politic. Today's responsible national leaders would suddenly realize there was a practical, fundamental alternative to the conduct of foreign policy.
We are looking at more than an idea: world federal government is a project and a movement. A movement of ideas and people is harder to trace and less dramatic than, say, a biography of Harry Truman or a history of a policy like containment or deterrence; but it is as real and just as important as the idea of government to James Madison or of a general association of nations to Woodrow Wilson. If the world ever passes through the transition to the Federation in Star Trek, people will be interested in the beginnings.
14 G. A.
Borgese, the leading spirit of the University of Chicago's Committee to Frame a World Constitution, used to say that a constitution, like his committee's Preliminary Draft, was a myth, in the sense of a "proposal to history," for "a myth incorporates the faith and hope of its age, mediates between the ideal and the real, and calls the mind to action." 15 Similarly, the Constitution of the United States was a proposal to history, as was the Charter of the United Nations. What follows is a history of the progress of the myth of a more perfect union for the world. In short, expressions that are synonymous with world federal government are "world union," "world republic," "world democracy," and "world federation." What is not meant is empire, unitary world state, alliance, league of sovereign states, or confederation. We will sometimes speak of federation in the context of "international organization," for the latter can include a government of states and peoples, especially since the natural progression will be to reform the United Nations to include even one popularly representative legislative house and to limit the absolute veto in the Security Council. But it should be understood that we do not regard international organization as a final stage.
World federalists say that they, who wish to extend the rule of law, are the realists, while those who put their faith in a league of sovereign states or, worse, who suppose that peace can long be maintained by deterrence or competition in arms are the utopians.
16

Delegations of Sovereignty
At first blush, most people cannot imagine that modern states and their peoples would ever delegate sovereign powers to a common, higher union. Yet some 36 states have declared their willingness to do just that, revealing that "sovereignty" is far less indivisible than theorists often maintain. For instance, shortly after World War II, the constitutions of France, Italy, and West Germany were expressly changed to permit limitations of sovereignty for their participation in a European federation (or, by legal implication, in a world federation); the constitution of Japan renounced war: France Preamble. On condition of reciprocity, France accepts the limitations of sovereignty necessary for the organization and defense of peace.
-Constitution of the Fourth Republic, 1946.
Art. 55. Treaties or agreements duly ratified and approved shall, upon their publication, have an authority superior to that of laws, subject, for each agreement or treaty, to its application by the other party.
-Constitution of the Fifth Republic, 4 October 1958.
Italy Art. 11. Italy renounces war as an instrument of offense to the liberty of other peoples or as a means of settlement of international disputes, and, on conditions of equality with other states, agrees to the limitations of her sovereignty necessary to an organization which will ensure peace and justice among nations, and promotes and encourages international organizations constituted for this purpose.
-Constitution of 1 January 1948.
Germany Art. 24. Entry into a collective security system:
(1). The [German] Federation may by legislation transfer sovereign powers to intergovernmental institutions.
(2). For the maintenance of peace, the Federation may enter a system of mutual collective security; in doing so, it will consent to such limitations upon its rights of sovereignty as will bring about and secure peaceful and lasting order in Europe and among the nations of the world.
(3). For the settlement of disputes between states, the Federation will accede to agreements concerning international arbitration of a general comprehensive, and obligatory nature.
-Constitution of 1949, confirmed by Unification Treaty of 31 August 1990. Japan Art. 9. Aspiring sincerely to an international peace based on justice and order, the Japanese people forever renounce war as a sovereign right of the nation and the threat or use of force as a means of settling international disputes.
In order to accomplish the aim of the preceding paragraph, land, sea and air forces, as well as other war potential will never be maintained.
The right of the belligerency of the State will not be recognized.
-Constitution of 3 May 1947.
The point is that the limitation of national sovereignty for the purpose of participating in higher unions, to secure the common defense and promote the general welfare, is not unprecedented but rather is quite widely recognized in the fundamental constitutions of numerous states. All members of the European Union, except Britain (which has no written constitution), have made similar provisions for the limitation of their sovereignty in order to participate in a higher union, as have states once or prospectively in other regional federations.
17 An effort to amend the U.S. Constitution to similar effect by 18 As far as is known, the authors were simply responding to the threat of internal anarchy and foreign invasion, as in Switzerland after the Sonderbund War (1847) or in Russia faced with the nationalities problem after the Revolution (1922), and they seized upon the federal structure as providing the least necessary government of the whole while preserving the government of the parts.
Major Problems in Constructing World Federation
There are four major problems for world federalism: membership, representation, powers, and transition.
Membership
Should membership be open to all states as in the League and United Nations, or limited to the democracies? Virtually all world federalists are agreed that universality is the ultimate goal; most hold that it is the immediate goal. Universality is the great achievement of the United Nations. Every weakness of the U.N. has been tolerated rather than tamper with the principle of universal membership, and every attempt to evict one country (the Soviet Union in the early days, later South Africa or Israel) has been rejected as a threat to the peace. Most of the world federalist movement, including Grenville Clark and Louis B. Sohn as they worked out World Peace through World Law, and Robert M. Hutchins, G. A. Borgese, and the Chicago Committee to Frame a World Constitution, favored a universal approach, since "democracy," liberal or economic, had become the central issue of the early Cold War.
Clarence Streit, on the other hand, argued that even a modest federal union is not practical unless the people accept common values, and the minimum are shared values concerning liberty and responsible government. So he favored membership limited to the democracies, pending the development of democracy in all nations, when they could be admitted to a democratic world federal government. The movement for European Union, similarly, has limited itself to liberal democracies. With the collapse of the Soviet Union, there is now hardly any question about the necessity of beginning with democracies.
Representation
Granted that what is needed is a democratic republic of the world, should representation in the legislative body be proportional to population, which is the pure principle but which would give predominance to poorer, more populous, and less "politically experienced" countries like India, or should it be weighted Costa Rica, Cuba, El Salvador, Guatemala, Nicaragua, Peru, Venezuela; in Africa: Congo, Egypt, Guinea, Mali, Rwanda, Democratic Republic of the Congo (former Zaire); in Asia: India, Japan, Philippines, Singapore.
18 World Government News, February 1949. somehow to reflect the widely differing experience of national peoples with democracy and to make active participation more attractive to the great powers? To this vexing problem, Grenville Clark and Louis B. Sohn proposed that the U.N. General Assembly be reorganized according to a system (subject to periodic amendment) of weighted representation cleverly scaled with respect to population, wealth, education, and traditional great power ranking: the U.S., U.S.S.R., China, and India would each be allocated 30 votes; mid-sized powers like Britain, France, West Germany, and Japan, 16; smaller nations, 8; and so on through seven steps to the smallest state, which would be granted 1. This scheme produced a total of 625 world representatives. Clark and Sohn urged that the representatives be elected by the people wherever possible, so that representatives develop a sense of responsibility to the people instead of to national governments; elsewhere, appointment by parliaments, national monarchs, or communist parties would have to be tolerated. The Chicago committee earlier proposed an ingenious alternative scheme of regional popular elections and nine electoral colleges, which eliminated the invidious weighting scheme. But it had the same effect, since the nine regions (nicely coincident with the world civilizations that Arnold Toynbee distinguished) had different populations. These representatives were to be finally elected by all the electoral colleges in plenary session, so each representative would in principle represent the whole world. There were to be 99 of them.
Weighted voting has actually been introduced into the World Bank and other international financial institutions, where it avoids a great power veto or voting in accordance with sovereign equality. Federalists later proposed ingenious alternatives, like Richard Hudson's Binding Triad (majorities of states, populations, and economies) or Joseph Schwartzberg's Entitlement Quotients. (Appendix J.) Streit, because he started with working democracies, provided for immediate proportional representation, while states not admitted were not represented at all. The European Parliament was made elective on the basis of proportional representation in 1979. At the world level, however, respect for sovereign equality of states has been so recently and painfully won that there is little movement for basing the world order on the true political equality of citizens. The one nation, one vote rule avoids facing the vexed problem of democratic representation.
Powers
Should the powers delegated to the world federal government be the minimum necessary to preserve the peace, as was intended in the United Nations, or the maximum desirable to make peace and promote justice throughout the world? Grenville Clark argued that only minimal powers were acceptable for delegation by the nations at present; amendment could provide for gradual expansion of powers as the world federation proved trustworthy. This was the doctrine of minimalism. G. A. Borgese and the Chicago committee, at the other extreme, contended that a mere security government would be a world police state; the federation had to start with powers to achieve justice, for injustice was at the root of the crisis of modern civilization. Hence, in addition to powers to preserve the peace, the world federation would have to have powers to regulate world commerce, supervise world communications and transportation, lay world taxes, issue world money and control world finance, prepare plans for equitable economic development, regulate emigration and immigration, and supervise the rectification of borders and the creation of new states. Hence, this view with respect to powers was called maximalism.
Streit was a maximalist within his democratic Atlantic union. There has never been open resolution of this contentious issue of powers, but as the U.N. has entered the economic development field and peace workers everywhere have turned to development projects, since political progress toward federation seems so slow, virtually all federalists and internationalists are now maximalists.
Transition
Should the transition to world federation be a revolutionary act, as at Philadelphia in 1787, or a gradual series of steps, carefully building on innovation after innovation as each one proves workable? The greatest problem of world federalism is the political transition. Most federalists have argued that the only practical course is to conduct a campaign of public education to persuade people that it is in their own self-interest, particularly in peace, to reach an international agreement for the non-violent establishment of world federal government. Federalists have always resisted talk and hints of preventive war, use of force, and a national bid for empire. The preferred method is to convene a general review conference for the reform of the United Nations, as provided for in Article 109 of the Charter, or to convene a new world constitutional convention, like that in San Francisco in 1945. This is commonly known as the approach of U.N. reform. The approach is official, legal, and "realistic." Appeal is made not to moral sentiments or to the sense of human brotherhood but to national interests. The politics of U.N. reform has consisted largely of lobbying with legislators and high executive officials to produce a resolution or other national initiative for a new conference. United World Federalists saw its purpose almost entirely as lobbying in Congress for a world federalist resolution. The World Federalist Association conducts a broader educational program but still attempts to influence Congress.
A variant on this official approach is the "parliamentary" approach, in which national parliamentarians, including members of the U.S. Congress, would introduce the federalist resolution themselves. The British Parliamentary Group for World Government, launched by Henry Usborne, began this approach. It is carried on, with more political "realism," by Parliamentarians for Global Action (formerly Parliamentarians for World Order).
A minority of federalists have argued that national governments are natural enemies of a project that would reduce national sovereignty, so an appeal must be made directly to the people in order to produce a wholly new social contract. They propose to hold popular elections of delegates to a world constitutional convention, using state electoral machinery wherever possible; these delegates, legitimated by their election, would then assemble in convention to draft the world constitution. This is the peoples' convention approach. It is unofficial, revolutionary, and "utopian." Most proponents see it as an educational device to bring greater grassroots popular pressure to bear on officials, in order to move them to undertake U.N. reform. British Member of Parliament (M.P.) Henry Usborne led a difficult campaign to hold just such a peoples' convention in Geneva in December 1950. This extraordinary effort came to naught with the arrival of the Korean War in June. Still another approach would be to form a transnational political party aimed at winning national offices for the purpose of carrying out a program of establishing world federation, as was once proposed by young Harris Wofford. A more modest variant would be to form an advisory committee of leaders of national political parties and trade unions on the model of Jean Monnet's Action Committee for a United States of Europe.
Actually, all federalist approaches are revolutionary, in the sense that they all aim to create favorable political conditions for the transfer of sovereign powers from nations to a higher governing authority. What is proposed is no less than the dissolution of the external sovereignty of nations. But federalists argue that-since sovereignty is really the right of the people to institute new government, laying its foundations on such principles and organizing its powers in such form as to them shall seem most likely to effect their safety and happiness -there can never be a "sacrifice" or dissolution of sovereignty. Rather, sovereignty is strengthened by uniting governments. Far from being a loss, establishing federal world government would be a gain of immense powers of social cooperation, analogous to what has been achieved under the U.S. federal Constitution, which was bitterly opposed at first.
Even the provision in Article 109 that each of the Big Five must ratify any amendments to the Charter need not be a barrier, if there were overwhelming popular demand for a stronger United Nations. Delegates to a U.N. Charter review conference could provide that the new Charter should go into effect when ratified by some large majority of states plus, say, three or four of the five "permanent members," just as the delegates to the Philadelphia convention of 1787 provided that the new U.S. government should go into operation when the Constitution was ratified by 9 of the 13 states, and not unanimously, as required by the Articles of Confederation.
World federalists say that the times themselves are revolutionary. Nuclear weapons could end human civilization, a global economy is forming, the working classes and women have acquired political power in the West, the Communist countries are now in transition to bourgeois democracy and free market capitalism, the impoverished masses in Latin America, Africa, and Asia are discovering the rights of labor, the earth seen from space is fragile. These events reduce even the Cold War between Russia and America to a mere wave on the tide of history. Revolutionary times call for a revolutionary response.
Streit used to argue, in the early days of the Second World War and again in the early Cold War, that "the most dangerous way to cross a chasm is in two steps," but most of the movement has followed Clark and Sohn in favor of incremental U.N. reform. The primary focus of the world order school of thought led by Saul Mendlovitz and Richard A. Falk, who were originally inspired by Clark and Sohn, is on this transition, which they realistically call the "struggle of the oppressed."
19 A similar approach at time of writing is the 20-40 year program "Global Action to Prevent War," led by Jonathan Dean, Randall Forsberg, and Saul Mendlovitz. They propose forming a "coalition" of government officials and grassroots activists to support a series of four treaties to gradually reduce national defense forces while strengthening international ones under a functioning United Nations. In effect, a minimal transfer to the world organization of powers affecting peace and security would be accomplished after an effort lasting as long as the Cold War. 20 Such struggle is contrasted to the public pressure on national political leaders practiced by United World Federalists and their successors.
World Political Creativity in the 21st Century
In the United Nations community today, we can detect a novel, somewhat inelegant but practical statecraft that in principle could be called federalist. In our survey, The United Nations System, on the literature since the end of the Cold War on U.N. reform, most writers seem to see three general directions for the future of the United Nations, analogous to the three fundamental bases of international politics-balance of power, collective security, and rule of law:
1. Cautious development of the state system, utilizing the U.N. as at present only when bilateral diplomacy must avail itself of the services of multilateral diplomacy.
2. A non-hierarchical system of perhaps 100 international organizations, including a much more effective United Nations empowered to achieve the purposes in its Charter.
3. A world federal government, preserving the nation-states but providing a higher level of legislative, executive, and judicial authority, probably on the model of the emerging European Union.
A non-hierarchical system (alternative 2) is now overwhelmingly preferred, not only because statesmen (and -women) are reluctant to part with national power, but also because the peoples of the states are fearful, after over 40 years of the Cold War, to centralize power in a world state, even if it could be designed as a federal system with such checks and balances as not to become a threat to liberty. But a non-hierarchical world system of organizations that could be effective in keeping the peace and in providing the negotiating forum for cooperating to solve global problems would practically amount to the same thing. If it keeps the peace and respects the independence and diversity of modern states and their restive peoples, what is its difference from a world federation?
The present world situation, we find, can be seen as a period of political creativity no less inferior to that at the founding of the United States, and the 19 Richard A. Falk, Samuel S. Kim, and Saul Mendlovitz, eds., Toward a Just World Order (Boulder, CO: Westview, 1982) . 20 Dr. Randall C. Forsberg, Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, 675 emerging world political order promises to be as different from any of the 30 historical federations as the U.S. federal government was from the confederation and colonial governments that preceded it. The European Union, with its five branches led by the European Council (the "summit" of heads of government), whose "policies" (delegations of sovereign powers) are continually reviewed by the Council of Ministers, is typical of the movement toward global governance. Consider the following facts replete in the literature of U.N. reform:
• U.S. hegemony since 1973, like British hegemony after 1918, has been declining, marked by abandonment of the gold standard and decline of the U.S. portion of the world gross product from one half (1945) to one fifth (2000).
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• The absolute sovereignty of states, enshrined in the U.N. Charter's Article 2(7), no longer preserves states from war, economic disruption, or, now, humanitarian intervention.
22
• International war is decreasing in incidence, while domestic and ethnic conflict affecting international peace and security is increasing. The U.N., which was designed to stop Hitlerite aggression across borders, is now increasingly charged with maintaining the peace among individuals, as if it were a world state.
23
• Common security is supplanting national security as the first interest of states, and economic power is increasingly recognized as more of a reality than military power.
24
• Nuclear weapons, which their most optimistic champions claimed undermined Realpolitik, are unusable.
25
• Despite a public posture of ignoring or criticizing the U.N., the U.S. government 21 
27
• Newer techniques of conflict resolution and more traditional means for the peaceful settlement of international disputes are combining and progressing rapidly-to the point where John Burton argues that they offer a universal ideology in place of liberalism and communism, mutually exhausted in the struggles of the Cold War. 28 Preventive diplomacy and all devices to prevent conflict, rather than contain or stop it, are held to be the elements of a mature international system.
29
• The world is "governable," as Georgi Shakhnazarov wrote in 1988, for a strengthened United Nations no longer threatens to take sides in the struggle between East and West.
30
• A global problématique of common problems beyond the powers of any one national state to solve for the protection of its people-ranging from defense against attack and cooperation for international financial and commercial interests to protection and promotion of human rights and preservation of the environment-requires common action by the U.N.
31
• The General Assembly, even as presently constituted, has a quasi-legislative competence, which would be increased if a second chamber When the individual is protected by international human rights law, is the beneficiary of humanitarian intervention by the international community despite the claims of the domestic jurisdiction clause of the U.N. Charter, has a role via non-governmental organizations accredited to the U.N. in the making of treaties and the hardening of customs, and has standing before world courts and international tribunals, have we not crossed the line from an association of sovereign states to a government of states and peoples? "We are living through 32 Stephen M. Schwebel, "The Effect of Resolutions of the United Nations General the birth pangs of a world community," said C. Wilfred Jenks in 1969. 36 What is striking about human rights from a world constitutional point of view is that millions of people in all cultures have affirmed common definitions of such rights and often begun to adhere to common institutions to enforce them even before establishment of a world state. 40 The situation is reminiscent of the be taken as landmarks of the mobilization of political will to protect the environment. The U.N. Charter, like a workable constitution, has proved flexible enough to bring the new concern into the conduct of diplomacy and multilateral negotiation. Since the Earth Summit in 1992, protection of the environment has unmistakenly been put on the international agenda.
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The arguments for political participation or democracy in the U.N. and similar international organizations are exactly like those for widening the franchise in Britain 170 years ago or in the United States 220 years ago. Popular representation would bring energy into the U.N. as countless individuals around the world were given standing before the law, contributed to the work of monitoring agreements and aiding development, and undertook the responsibilities and privileges of world citizenship. 43 It is the task of this book to show the links between the world federalism of the past and such global governance in the future.
Placement of the Idea
To place the idea of world federal government into the context of other approaches to peace, it may be helpful to use the U.S. Institute of Peace's Approaches to Peace: An Intellectual Map (1991) . There, some four large approaches are distinguished: traditional diplomacy, international law, conflict resolution, and systemic political approaches, including world federation. The contributor selected to explain the latter misunderstands it as a unitary and tyrannical world state, destructive of cultural diversity, 44 but federation truly is a systemic political approach. We regard the first three as transitional to the fourth, which indeed treats the nation state as a historical form of political organization (since the Peace of Westphalia in 1648) and looks forward to the political union of all humanity on the planet. A second placement would be in the scholarship on peace, yet at time of writing, largely because the historic World Federalists failed to obviate the Cold War and even to rise to leadership in opposition to the Vietnam War, world federalism is usually overlooked. Peter Wallensteen's survey of the literature does not even have an index item for "world government." 45 Nations (1948) , "Our analysis of the problem of domestic peace has shown that the argument of the advocates of the world state is unanswerable: There can be no permanent international peace without a state coextensive with the confines of the political world." 50 Since the achievement of a world state seemed to him unfathomably in the remote future, he concluded his book with suggestions for an indefinite "wise diplomacy." But by 1978, Morgenthau was becoming alarmed that in a nuclear age the pursuit of power was tending inexorably to a third world war, and, according to Francis Boyle, admitted to Louis Sohn that he had abandoned "Machiavellian power politics" for the more traditional American diplomacy in which respect for the Law of Nations and international organization was accorded a place alongside economic and military power.
George Kennan set the tone for the scholarly consensus that continues to the present day on world federalism. In American Diplomacy, 1900 Diplomacy, -1950 It is the essence of this belief that, instead of taking the awkward conflicts of national interest and dealing with them on their merits with a view to finding the solutions least unsettling to the stability of international life, it would be better to find some formal criteria of a juridical nature by which the permissible behavior of states could be defined.
But these views did not prevent Kennan from accepting the Grenville Clark Prize in 1981. Somewhat chastened by the militaristic character of the more economic and political containment policy he had recommended a quarter century before, Kennan stated: 53 To many of us, these ideas [of World Peace through World Law for a program of universal disarmament and for a system of world law to replace the chaotic and dangerous institution of unlimited national sovereignty] looked, at the time (1958), impractical, if not naïve. Today, … the logic of them is more compelling. It is still too early, I fear, for their realization on a universal basis; but efforts to achieve the limitation of sovereignty in favor of a system of international law on a regional basis are another thing; and when men begin to come seriously to grips with this possibility, it is to the carefully thought out and profoundly humane ideas of Grenville Clark and Louis Sohn that they will have to turn for inspiration and guidance.
It would be tedious to cite others in the "realist" tradition who basically argued, during the Cold War with the Soviet Union, that any notion of a union with a totalitarian power was profoundly unhelpful and misleading. Louis René Beres captured this attitude well when he argued that federalists neglect the realities of power; they write superficially and with more enthusiasm than use of evidence. "As a result," he wrote, "large numbers of people have been diverted from a variety of potentially more productive courses to international order." 54 Even authors in the world order school, like Richard Falk, tried to argue during the Cold War that "world order" was something different from "world government." Falk favored a kind of "central governance," in which a variety of existing international institutions and transnational popular peace movements-not a world government vested with powers to enact and enforce world laws against preparations for war-will restrain national governments 52 George F. Kennan, American Diplomacy, 1900 -1950 (New York: Mentor, 1951 The Bahá'í faith, which developed in Iran after 1844, is the only religion that teaches as a point of doctrine that world peace can practically be achieved by a political union or federal world government. Such a government will abolish war by the familiar instrument of the rule of law, which Bahá'ís call the Lesser This is a book about the Lesser Peace. When the oneness of humanity is established on a working basis, then the great work of education, science, democratic politics, industry, business enterprise, sport, art, and religion will begin to succeed. The achievement of the rule of world law will largely depend on new, enlightened national leadership and on massive public opinion ready to undertake the responsibilities no less than to enjoy the benefits of world citizenship. Jean Monnet used to say that, for the hard work of uniting sovereignties, people will act only when faced by a crisis. Thomas Jefferson said much the same when he wrote, "All experience hath shewn that mankind are more disposed to suffer, while evils are sufferable, than they are to right themselves by changing the forms to which they are accustomed." The world now is faced by a massive crisis, symbolized by the threat of nuclear war, economic depression, ecological collapse, new pandemics, terrorism from the global South, and all the problems of the global problématique. At the moment it is only a crisis of the mind. Until there is another disaster on the scale of World War II, demonstrating the failure of the old ways of internationalism, we probably cannot expect revolutionary action. Small changes must continue to suffice. "We are trying to hoist a sail," wrote G. A. Borgese in 1947. "It greets the good wind." The wind in the 1940s amounted to only scattered gusts. By 2002, the atmosphere lay becalmed, certain to stir into storms again, as happened by September 11, 2001. We hope this book will offer the pilots of the future some charts to steer by. World federation offers a positive vision of peace. Its history exhibits a new kind of world political wisdom.
